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CONTEXT – FEDERAL POLICY
 USDOT Livability Principles (2009)
 (1) providing transportation choices; 
 (2) expanding housing location; 
 (3) improving economic competitiveness; 
 (4) improving existing communities; 
 (5) aligning federal policy; and 
 (6) enhancing unique characteristics of 
communities. 
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CONTEXT – LIVABILITY IN OREGON POLICY
 “Preserving Livability” - OTP
 “encourage the efficient use of 
land and the development of 
livable communities.”  - Goal 14
4
 Livable: (1) suitable for living in; habitable; comfortable; (2) worth 
living; endurable; and (3) able for living; companionable. -Webster’s 
Dictionary
 “the sum of the factors that add up to a community’s quality of life—
including the built and natural environments, economic prosperity, 
social stability and equity, educational opportunity, and cultural, 
entertainment and recreation possibilities.” -Partners for Livable 
Communities. (2017)
 “A livable community is one that has affordable and appropriate 
housing, supportive community features and services, and adequate 
mobility options, which together facilitate personal independence and 




Livability is difficult to define, and once 
defined, to measure.
Urban Growth Management Report, 1991.  Prepared for the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development by ECONorthwest
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of Cities 1993-1997 2008-2012 Percent
<1,000 20 4.22 4.84 15%
1,000-4,999 45 5.02 5.51 10%
5,000-9,999 27 5.01 6.46 29%
10,000-24,999 17 5.31 6.23 17%
25,000-49,999 4 5.42 6.02 11%
50,000 or more 7 5.26 6.79 29%
All Cities 120 5.22 6.38 22%
Improved Single Family 
& Plex 
Parcels/Unprohibited 
But are cities becoming more livable?
PREVIOUS RESEARCH
 Neighborhood Satisfaction and Urban Form (Buys and Miller, 2012; Cook, 1988; Grogan-Kaylor et al., 
2006; Gruber and Shelton, 1987; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Hur et al., 2010; Lu, 1999; Parkes et al., 2002)
 1) individual/household characteristics; (2) subjective evaluations ; and (3) 
objective characteristics (Permeniter et. al, 2011)
 Primary Factors: safety, quietness, neighborhood ties and attractiveness (Mouratidis, 
2017; Lovejoy et al., 2010)
 Impact of Density (Cao, 2015; Bramley et al., 2009; Cook, 1988; Rodgers, 1981; McCulloch, 2012; Van Dyck, Cardon, 
Deforche and De Bourdeaudhuij, 2011).
 Research is mixed on whether density positively or negatively influences 
satisfaction; depends on context (Yang. 2008); tradeoff density for amenity and 
services (McCrea and Walters, 2012; Allen, 2016; Walton et al, 2008); accessibility can offset (Lovejoy  et al, 2010)
 Perception of Livability
 Satisfaction sometimes used as a proxy (Mouratidis, 2017; Howley et al, 2009)
 Compact v. Sprawled (Mouratidis, 2017) ; Neighborhood type (Howley et al, 2009) Native Born v. 
Foreign Born (Li, 2012); Income Status (Chen et al, 2013)
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES
 Research Questions
 How do residents understand the connection between transportation 
and land use planning, and its association with livability?
 In other words, how does the built environment affect perceptions 
of livability?
 Objectives:
 To understand how the existing transportation system and land use 
patterns reflect citizen preferences for livability
 To inform policy and funding decisions to prioritize transportation 




 Random sample of 3,100 households
in three MPOs
 Used a cluster sampling method
based on “development types”  and 
density
(ODOT based on Ewing & Cervero)
 Received 573 responses (18.3% 
response rate)
 GIS database of land use 
and transportation attributes
 Linked survey results to land use 
and transportation attributes





 Mixed mode – option to complete 
online or on paper 
 Topics
 respondent perceptions of livability;
 how land use and transportation 
factors influence perceptions of 
livability at the neighborhood level; 
 preferences for livability as it relates to 
participants’ residence and 
neighborhood;
 transportation options; and 
 respondent characteristics.  
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RESULTS – SAMPLE COMPOSITION
 Survey Response
 Relatively evenly 
distributed by MPO
 Represents all density 
categories and 
Development Types
 Typical response bias 
(age, gender, income)
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SURVEY FINDINGS - SATISFACTION
 Satisfaction with residence and location
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES: SATISFACTION
 Generation is 
correlated with 
satisfaction
 Younger generations 























Millenials Generation X Baby Boomers
SURVEY FINDINGS – PERCEPTION OF 
LIVABILITY
 Perception of livability of residence 
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES: SATISFACTION
 Generation is correlated 
with satisfaction for all but 
neighborhood
 Younger generations show 




SURVEY FINDINGS – FACTORS IN SELECTING 
CURRENT HOME
 Importance of factors for selecting home or neighborhood
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SURVEY FINDINGS – PROXIMITY TO 
RETAIL/SERVICES
 Importance of living 
with a 20-minute 
walk to shops and 
services by 
generation



















Millenials Generation X Baby Boomers
SURVEY FINDINGS – LAND USE PATTERNS
 Preferred mix of land 
uses
 Age is correlated with 
preference for mixed-
use
 Millennials have a 
stronger preference for 
mixed use
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SURVEY FINDINGS – PREFERRED LOT SIZE 
AND HOUSING TYPE
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SURVEY FINDINGS - PERCEPTION OF DENSITY
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SURVEY FINDINGS – TRANSPORTATION IN 
NEIGHBORHOOOD
 Transportation Options Respondents Desired in their Ideal Neighborhood
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SURVEY FINDINGS – PREFERRED 
TRANSPORTATION MODE
 Preferred mode of 
transportation by 
generation




SURVEY FINDINGS - DESIRE FOR 
TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS
 Respondent Agreement with the Statement: “I want my neighborhood to be more 
bicycle/pedestrian-friendly” 
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KEY FINDINGS FROM SURVEY
 74% of respondents are satisfied with their neighborhoods
 In choosing a home, housing affordability and crime were 
more important than house characteristics and distance to 
parks and retail
 Respondents preferred a neighborhood with detached, single-
family housing (88%). The next most preferred housing types 
were secondary dwelling units (35%), duplexes (31%), and 
townhouses (30%)
 Most respondents did not accurately indicate the actual density 
of the neighborhood they live in. In fact, 28% indicated the 
correct density range.  Most (53%) perceive actual density as 
higher than it is.
 Most respondents want a variety of transportation options in 




 “In your opinion, how livable is your neighborhood” – recoded to 
binary (excellent and good =1; fair and poor=0)
 Independent Variables:
 Individual Sociodemographic Characteristics of Respondents
 Neighborhood Characteristics (Objective)
 Perceptions (Subjective)
 * Factor Analysis for Housing Choice variables (housing affordability, 
housing characteristics, neighborhood accessibility)
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REGRESSION MODELS
 R2 vary from 0.12 (Model 1) to 0.49 (Model 7)
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REGRESSION RESULTS : IMPACT ON 
PERCEPTION OF NEIGHBORHOOD LIVABILITY
Positive Negative
Housing Choice Prioritizing accessibility in 
housing/neighborhood choice





Urban Form Sidewalks Mixed use near homes
Street trees Density
Mix of retail, residential and 
services
Perception that neighborhood is 
too dense 
Quality housing
Transportation Variety of options Lack of desired transportation 
options
Pedestrian options Driving to work 
Sidewalks, trees, crosswalks
Amenities Proximity to parks (~) Proximity to retail 
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IMPLICATIONS
 Transportation options  matter
 Pedestrian improvements and natural amenities important
 Transportation options should include automobile -- 86% of survey respondents indicated this was important 
in their ideal neighborhood.
 Transit access positively influences livability
 But respondents are not tolerant of densities necessary to support transit
 Respondents do not know understand density
 But objective and subjective measures of density negative influence perceptions of livability
 Density alone does not improve livability – it needs to be combined with other services and accessibility
 Need to educate citizens about what density looks like 
 People tradeoff livability for affordability 
 Respondents who said housing affordability is important in housing choice decisions had negative 
perceptions of livability 31
IN SUMMARY
 Density ≠ Livability
 Desire for American Dream ( single family homes and 
automobiles) strong in smaller MPOs
 Desire for transportation options 
 Services and accessibility must be coupled with density
 People don’t necessarily think of transportation and land use 
when they think of livability
 Equity considerations around trading off affordability for 
livability
 Planners need to communicate differently about density 
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